ge sent to the following recipilents:
ral Communicaticns Commissicon Chalr Powell
Al

31

NGOV G e 2003

Commurications Commissioner Martin

i
ihs Tommmuracations Commissioner Copps ;
Federal Commrunications Commissioner Abernathy
Federal Communicaticns Commissioner Adelstein 1 FCC—»HAILHOOM
Do et Po-45 FCC Official Comments i

Ew? Information
Messdge text follows:

T -

Torlira MaclNe ol
206 Brookes Ave, Apt b5

-

Ja1 Thersburg, MD 20877-29372

Cotoper 7, 200-

[reaplent adaress was 1nserted here]

Ta.r [reciprent rame was 1nserted herel,

U Jocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NeD ile No. L-0C-72.

I am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
trc FCC Lo carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
befare changing the current system Charging $1 or more per month
regardiess of how much or how little we use our phone 15 not fair. This
~1li greatly increcase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
an1l:ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The U3F was created to make phone service affordable 1in rural America and
was updated to i1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
los—1ncome 1ndividuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not think 1t 15 fair to charge everybody $1 dellar per month
rogardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
interstate calls.

1 4o not make many calls. To be honest, I hate phones of any shape, size,
sr design. Lf I could, I would do without, but because it's considered a
ne vssity, I do without a landline and use a wireless phone only when
n=-essary., < own this cell phone sclely for my safety and so others can
critact me 1n case of an emergency.

The proposed change 15 especilalily unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
distance calls. A& contributicn system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left zlone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair, We don't have a blanket
1n~ome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automebile, s0 why should there be a "one size fits

0" tharge for wireless phones?
} am wliling to contribute to the USF, but I should not be penalized for
L.ving with less telephone service than "normal." You website www. fcc. gov

se. 2 rhat rne JSE 18 designed to provide services at "just, reasonable,
1



http://www.fcc.gov

[y g |

and affordable rates. Toc be Just and reasonable, charge the people that
use the phone ana ti1e up the phone lines

Your website also says "Be a smart consumer. Shop around, and ask about
ea-n telecommunications company’s Universal Service charge Compare the
charnes ard choose a carrier based on your needs.”" I did--I got an
preoala emergency cell phone Stick with the eguitable rates.

Sincere .,

Lo trd MacNeal
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sent to the followlng recipients:

Communicaticons Cocmmission Chair Powell

Commmunications Commissioner Martin

Comrunicatilons Commissioner Copps

Comrunicetions Commissioner Bbernathy

Comrunicat tons Commissioner Adelstelin e el
Dovket 96-45 FCC Official Comments AECEMNED S IWNGEPE L0
E7Z Ioravmation

Mes e Je —ext follows: |

o
QO W
Fr b b 2 D

oMoy oo g
T 0@ ™
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AR
Lo

e kSOl '
Ggs Street NE .

glon, DT 20019-3440 ; FOG - MAlLROOM

Ty e

Sepcember 106, 2003

[re:z1pient address was 1inserted here]

Cea- [rociplent name was 1nserted here],

27 wvcket Nos 9e-45, 98-171, 380-571, S2-237, 99%-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NS obidle No. L-00-72.

I um opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
Lhe FCC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
bafore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 15 not fair. This
w1ll greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
api lity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USE was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availlability of communication services to

s wls, libraries, rural health centers, educational i1nstituticns and
low-1ncome 1ndividuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I 4, nct think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate calls.

The preposed change i1s especially unfair for low-veolume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
dis=-ance calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We den't have a blanket
L1-ome tax on cur annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gqum and an autemobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
tv." Sharge for wireless phones?

Steere]y,

E F. Jazkson




Message sent toe the following recipients-
Federal Communications Commissioner Martin
Federal Communications Commissioner Copps
tedaeral Communications Commlissiconer Bbernathy
Faderal Cemrurical tons Commissicner Adelstein
S55o<e b rp-4h BFCC Officral Comments
o Irtermalion .- ﬁuﬁ__“_*__m"
Federal Comrunications Commission Chair Powell OOED DB INSPECTED |
Mrwnage text follows:

Todd Main Vo 2003
6.4 Allison St
Wasnington, DC 20011-4214 %r .

C - MAIL

‘J‘u-’ 3 Rf_)OM

Seplember 10, 2003

lra2-101cnt address was 1nserted here]

Dzar [rec.plent name was 1nserted here],

CZ Docket Nos %e6-45, 898-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-~11¢, 98-170 and
NS File No. L-00-72

I am opposea te the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
p=fure changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
~l’ . Jgreatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abi.1ty tor myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The NSF was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
sz2nools, libraries, rural health centers, educaticnal institutions and
los-1ncome 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
T do not think 2t 1s fair to charge =sverybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
inrerstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
Arslance calls, The current contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and

o oadlscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1naume tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pa-k of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

a4 " charge for wireless phcones?

~

S.nerely,

Toog Main




Message sent to the following recaipients:
Federal Communications Commissioner Abernathy
Fedaeral Communicat ions Commissioner Adelstean
Jos ket vwo—-45L FCC Oftficial Comments
FCZ Information
F=deral Communicaticns Commission Chailr Powell L~:rF\q ng?rp
Eaderzl Commun cations Commissioner Martain - LUEIAD & INSPECTED
Federal Jommunications Commissioner Copps

|
Me-33ge Toxt follows: Cad N w03 |
Jornm Breyault i 5
20740 Qoutr Arlington Mill Drive ST i
Eriaaglon, VE »2206-3394 :-.Li" MAILROOM i

Sepoenber 10, 2003

[rez1plent addross was 1nserted here]

J==5:7 reciplent name was 1nserted here],

Ducket Nos %6-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-11¢, 98-170 and
obR1le Mo, L-00-72

! am oproused to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the ECC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on Consumers
berare changing the current system. Charging $1 or mere per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wil. greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
apility for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Tae '"ISE was created to make pheone service affordable in rural America and
“as wpdated to increase the availability of communication services to
s-nocls, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncome individuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I 3o not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dellar per month
rejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
drstance calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
Wwlireiess phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1n-ome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pa -k of gum and ar automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

17

=<' " charge for wireless phones?

SLlilEeveLy,

Johm I Breyaulr




Meesage sent to Lhe following recipients.
Federal Communications Commissioner Abernathy

Tednral Communications Commissioner Adelstean
Deobet e =40 TOC Gffici1al Comments
Fo 2 freobiia' LUl

Federal Communications Commission Chalr Powell

Fedaeral Communications Commissioner Martin

Federal Communicaljons Commissioner Copps e T g et g Ea i e
Moo s ge Loxt £ollowss HEGEIVED & INSPESTED

wi_ liam mautz ‘ R
10011 lester st. S AN
Silyor sprirg, MD Z0802-3743 1

| FCC MAILRDOOM

AL P = AT, AT A i . R £ =

v

Sepcomeor 10, 2003

[te: "plent address was 1nserted here]

Doear [reciplent name was 1nserted here],

CO DJocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
Nol rile No L-00-72.

T 1 opposaed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
ths FCC te carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
betre changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per moenth
rzjardless cf how much or how little we use our phone is not fair. This

wi | greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the

ao .ty for myscli and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to Lncrease the availability of communication services to
s-hools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncome 1ndividuals 1n the Unaited States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not think vt 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
rey.rdiess of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nrerstaete calls.

Ine preoposed change 1is especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wWwirnless service for safety and securaity, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. The current contrlpbutlion system 1s fair, equitable and
norndiscriminatory and should be left alcone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
17come tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a

pach of gum ana ar, automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

all" zhsrge for wireless phones?
Jineerely,
« 13Mm TdlTz




Mes3a36 sent to the following recipients:

Fearral Communicaticons Commissioner Abernathy

Federal Communzcatrions Commissioner Adelstein

Doc ket 36-45 pCC Offaicial Comments | o rae oo e

]

ECC Informetion : ;?5—,’38‘\.;';.—_‘_;&;

Federal Communications Commission Chalr Powell
Feaderal Communicaltions Commissioner Martln

i

]

Federal Ceommunications Commissioner Copps . vie o0 i ZQOQ f

Me=sage text follows: ; ) ’
t

Alevanacer Brown P FCC - FMANLR i

dl1_% Baulr Lane “"“““‘“m"“w-45¥95£m!

Scriegfoeld, VA 22151-1808

September 10, 2003

[re>1plent address was 1nserted here]

i
w

r {reciplent name was 1nserted here],

Z7 Josketr Nes 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NS Firle No. L-00-72.

T 0 oapposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. T urge
tne PCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 per month for all wireless
phaones w1l greatly increase the cost of cell phone service and it could
1mpact the ability for myself and others to afford my wireless service.

Tac USF was created to make phone service afferdable i1n rural America and
was updated fo 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
sctouols, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
lma-1nceme 1ndividuals an the United States. Now you want to change it and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody 31 dollar per month
reaardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nmerstere SJatls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 2f any, long
ai1stange calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wircless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
in~ome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
all" -~harge for wireless phones?

T oerely,

Hoevander J. Brown

NSPECTED




Messaege sent to the following recipients:
Federal Communications Commissioner Bbernathy
fedaral Comrmunications Commissicner Adelstean
Dovket 2o-4: FCC Official Comments
ECT Information .

Tederal Conmurnn cations Commission Chair Powell :QECEHfT?&;NSPFCFTW
! T

Federal Communications Commissiconer Martin
beamial Comrmuricat1ons Commissiconer Copps ’

eyt

Me=saoe text follows: . LA AU

RAeaira <andadl
G ) Groavers Toron Lane

p——

FCC - MAILROOM

LU —

Owinas, MDD Z20736-3225

Ser rember 16, 20023

[recimient address was 1nserted here]

Dear [reciplent name was inserted here],

7 Socket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NSO Fi1le No. L-00-72.

I am opposed to Lhe proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the *CC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
befure changing the current system. Charging $1 per month for all wireless
on

1mpact the ability for myself and cothers to afford my wireless service.

The 1SF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updelted to Lncrease the availability of communication services to
~rocls, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
Pow—.ncome individuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I > 10t think 1t 18 tair to charge everybody 531 dollar per menth
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1fterstaete calls.,

-

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
dlstance calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alcne. Please do not penalize
Wlre_.ess phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
rtn-ome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pa © of gum and ar automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
3.. "' ~herge for wireless phones”

SLtoerely

Res r: Pandall




Mzssage sent to the [ollowing reciplents:
Federal Communications Commissioner Abernathy
F-deral Comrunacations Commissioner Adelstein
D% ek 76-45 FCC Official Comments

For Irformarion ;ﬂp‘ﬁraj) e
Fri:ral Commanileatlions Commlssion Chair Powell '“‘£7W1f&?NSPFﬁrED'
Federal Communicat tons Commissioner Martin i '
Fados 4l Temrunicat tons Commissicner Copps -
Messege Text follows: R LY AU
Larry - Williams I .
qe | FCC- Al RO0OM

£. 3. Box 501
Arviington, VA 22216-05%01

Sef cember 10, 2003

[r7-1o1ent address was 1nserted here]

Dear [rocipleont name was inserted here],

C~ Docket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-1le¢, 98-170 and
NSO File No. L-00-72.

I am oprosed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tna I'CC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
petore changing the current system. Charging $1 per month for all wireless
phomes will greatly increase the cost of cell phone service and it could

imME4-T the ability for myself and others to afford my wireless service.

n¢ USE was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
as updeted to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
chocls, libraraies, rural health centers, educational instituticns and
ow-—1ncceme 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change it and
o not thaink 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month

ardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
<rstate calls.

The proposed chance 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
i1s'ance rnalls. The current contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
Aondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wlLri1@ss phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
imrore taw on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
vack »f gum and ar automeobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
311" zharge for wireless phones?

Ldrry J willlams
Renr




Me<gsige sent to the following recipients:
scdzval Communications Commission Chair Powell
tederal Communications Commissioner Martin
Feuaral Communications Commissioner Copps

I

Communications Commissioner Abernathy éqPCHUEDSﬁNSPFﬂTFD]
Federal Commun:cations Commissloner Adelstein 5'

Corket 96-45 FCC Official Comments :
FCOZ Information '

Message Lext follows:

wNOY e AU
rosmith EFCC-MAKHOOM

Ll Cefterson dirghway APT 29 s
Ltor k1o, LA O T0B09-1647

oo

n

Ol ober 15, 2003

[re zipreont address was 1nserted here]

Dear [rcoc.opient name was 1nserted herel,

CC Doocket Nos %e-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-11le¢, 98-170 and
N 1ile No.o L=00-72

1 ~m oprosed fo the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tre fCC ro carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
beiore (hanging the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone is not fair. Thais
w1ll greatly increase the cost of phone service and it could impact the
abiiity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to increase the availability of communication services to
g~mmo0 ls, libraries, rural health centers, educational i1nstitutions and
los-1ncome 1ndaviduals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
! a0 net thaink 1t 18 fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
ro3ardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
inrerstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and whe make few, 1L any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nordiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep thas fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gun and an autemobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
117" ~harge for wireless phones?

RIS




Message senl to the following recipilents:
Feacral Communicaticons Commissiorn Chair Powell
tederal Communications Commissioner Martin
sederal Cormuarnizat ions Commissioner Copps
Federal Commurications Commissioner Bbernathy
Fewrral Comnurications Commissioner Adelstelin
Looks £ 96-45 FCC Official Comments

T Indormation

Mo 349c fedT follows: ]HangEi)&lﬂgpiﬁwfb

J=52 Wa gLoes !

DR B

2717 9th Ave .

Ro k Island, IL 6.201-1930 L erG ?.,\,?‘.AILRQUMJ
bl

Getober 12, 2003

lrezivrent address was 1nserted here]

Dear 'reciptient name was 1nseried here],

~7 ¢ otkel Nes 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 9%-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NSO o Tile No.o L-00-72.

I =m opposed to the proposed changes te the Unaversal Service Fund. I urge
the FCC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
berore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
razgardless of how much or how laittle we use our phone 1s not fair. This
will gJreatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
aoli.,.ty for myselt and others to affeord landline and/or wireless service,

T T3F was created to make phone service affordable in rural Ameraca and
wis= upasted to increase the availability of communicaticn services to
s:-wocls, l.braries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncere xndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody 31 deollar per month
ra2gardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1n.erstate calls.

The proposcd change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
disrance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nandiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
AlreLess phicne Customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
..ome Tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
Da o~ 3f Jum and an automobile, so why should there be a “"one size fits

A
all" therge for wireless phones?

Sincerely,

Jo e Vazquesz
Vazguos
Varsquer Media




Me «3age sent to the following reciplenls
Federal Comnunicatrions Commission Chair Powell
bederal Commurications Commissioner Martin
Foneral Commarizations Commissioner Copps
tederal Communcat tons Commissioner Abernathy
Fe |eral Jommun- catrions Commissioner Adelsterin
Doroxel 9%-d0 ECC Official Comments

2 Indcrmetion
Message toxt follows:

| RECEVES © INSPECTED |
!

¢

Stevynn smelser
19 Walamann M111 CT
Ba more, MO Jl/236-2343

NG

|
|
Octrorer 15, 2003 LFCC-WIA'LF"OOM

[reciplent zdoress was inserted here]

Dozr [reergrent name was 1nserted here],

Co Jdocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NSO Fale No  L-00-72.

T .ir opposaa Lo the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
thz FCC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
berore changang the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wWwill greatly i1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
ap: L1ty Tor myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USE was created to make phone service affordable i1n rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communicaticon services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1nceme 1ndividuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
1 dn not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
r=garaless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1aferstate calls.

The preposea change 15 especially unfarr for low-volume users that rely on
wireiess service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and

nod scruminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
Wlire.ess phone Customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1Azoe ftax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum ana an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

a:. " lharge [or wlreless phones?

S.ncerely,

Steven Smelser




1 £

=33a3e sen te the following reciplents:
fou—ral Communlcaticons Commission Chair Powell
F=deral Communications Commissioner Martin . L
. Y o - . B . N . '
Ei}e:al Lumnunliatlgﬁf Coli??lODEI Copps ReCEVED &ONSPECTED »
Federal Communi-cations Commissianer Abernathy
Foderal Cemmunications Commissioner Adelstein l
Duoket U6-45 FCC Official Comments by uog 2000
o It ormation
Moo sage text follows

FCC - MAILROOM

o2 bodercach
A7 Funny Caks
Sarneoortoncz, Tx o I8Z250-6014

Ocroter 4, 2003

[reciplent address was inserted here]

Dcar [reciplent name was inserted here],
<o wotket Nos 96-45, 88-171, 9C-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NETOF 1o No. L-00-7Z2.
L .a opposa2c bte the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. T urge
tre FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
rerqardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
will greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
ability for mysell and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USE was created tc make phone service affordable in rural America and
w3is pdated to increase the availability of communication services to
s-hools, libraries, rural health centers, educatienal institutions and
icw-neome 1ndaviduals 1n the United States. Now you want to change it and
T %n net think Lt 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
reJardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nfterstote malls

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contributicon system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wilircless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on 2
pacs ot gum and an automcbile, so why shcould there be a "one size fits
il™" tharoe {or wireless phones?

- ey,

Pe.wer R. Bodenbach




VMessege sent to the following recipients:
federal Communications Commission Chair Powell
Feoderal! Conmunications Commissioner Martain
Federal Commuricalions Commissioner Copps
Feaceral Communicalions Commissioner Abernathy
Fecera., Communicalkions Commissioner Adelstein
Cow ket 36-45 FCC Official Comments

ETC2 I ocinarion .
Mees-ge tox follows: fRECE.'VEDguﬁgﬁfTE
a=paert Janchan
S1 frss0r Ny o S0 ;
le Joshuaa Slocum Dock T i
Stemiord, CT 06302-7730

. TG AL ROOM |
Cctober 1, 2003

lteriprent address was 1nserted here]

Dear [reclplent name was 1nserted here],

CC Doeoret Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-1l6, 98-170 and
NS File Wo. L-020-72.

T am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the tCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
w1ll greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
atility for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service,

The LSF was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
was upasted te increase the availability of communication services to
scnocls, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-.ncome 1ndividuals in the United Stares. Now you want to change i1t and
T do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dellar per month
ragardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate calls.

The prcposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1nrome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pi_k of gun and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
ir." cherge for wireless phones?

Sinverely.,

Herpert G. Vaughan, Jr., M.D.
Prilesscr




Me=sage sent to the following recipients:
Feideral Communications Commlssion Chair Powell
Fedaral Comrunicetions Commissionar Martin

cednal Comrunications Commlissicner Copps
Fauzzral Commoenications Commissioner 8bernathy !RE I
Federal Communicat lons Commissiconer Adelstein ! CE“HK)&’NSPLCTED
Dockst 1n=4F FCC Offrcial Comments
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Ocrober 7,

[re-iplent address was 1nserted here]

C=ar [reciprent name was 1nserted here],
CC Docket MNos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-1le6, 28-170 and
NS b1le No. L-00-72.

1 zm opposed te the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tae tCC to carefully consider the 1mpact of these changes on consumers
nofare changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per menth
rogardless of how much or how little we use cur phone 1s not fair. This
will greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
apility for myself and others to afferd landline and/or wireless service.

T~ USF was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
was wpdated to increase the availlability of communication services to
schools, Jibraries, rural health centers, educational instaitutions and
low-1incere itndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change it and
T 4o not think 1t 18 fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardlcss of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
2nterstate calls.

Tne proposed change 18 especlally unfair for low-veolume users that rely on
wlrelase service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
dislance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and
no~discriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize

wii .1255 phone customers, Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1arome tax on cur annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
caz« >f gum and ar automobile, sa why should there be a "one size fits
211" charge for wireless phones?

Sinverely,

Briuce Wade




VMessage sent to the [ollowing reciplents:
teu=ra: Vommunicatlions Commission Chalir Powell

Foomae gl Cemmunicarions Commlssioner Martan

Feorer 3]l Jomnun.ecations Commissiorer Copps

Frd=-a3l Communicat 1ons Commissiorer Abernathy

Federal Comnunizatlions Commissioner Adelstein é?FbEh%{}&]NbP‘ j]

Dovket 96-4Z FCC Offi1ci1al Comments
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Message Lext follows: Novy By A0

FOC - MAILROOM |

e

Mre. Robert Teylor
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[roziprenl address was inserted here]

Dea~ [rcciprert name was 1nserted here],

o7 Doceet Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and

N3D tale No L-00-72.

I .m 2prosen to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the FCU 1o rarefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
bet e tnanging the current system Charging $1 or more per menth
1egardliess ol how much or how little we use our phone 15 not fair. This
wil. greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
aci . ty ror myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Tne USE was created %o make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
waz updated tc increase the availability of communication services to
s-roouls, libraries, rural health centers, educational i1nstatutions and
low-1nceme i1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
T 45 net thaink 1t 15 fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month

1 Ard

rejirdiess of kFow much or how little they use thelr wireless phone for
tmreratare zalls.

THe- progosed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and securaity, and who make few, 1f any, long

distsnce calls & contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nond.scriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wlireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
ack nf gum ana an automcbile, so why should there be a "one size fits

o
all" zharge for wireless phones”
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Mesoage «oenl to the followlng reciplents:
Fariaral Communicatlons Commission Chair Powell
F=deral Communications Commissioner Martin

Feszral Communications Commissioner Copps

Ferderal Commun:cations Commlssioner Abernathy

Federal Communications Commissiorer Adelstein AT TR et Tl |
Looket 96-1% FCC Official Comments ﬂELENtﬂJQINJ?.u]L{»
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Joraker 4, 2003

[reciplent address was 1nserted here]

Dezr [recipient name was 1nserted here],

T2 ocket Nes 96-45, S8-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
N30 cile No  L-00-72.

T s opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne F2C to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Chargaing $1 or more per moenth
regardless of how much or how little we use cur phone 1s not fair. Thais
Wil greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abi1i1ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Te USE was created to make phone service affordable i1n rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availabilaty of communication services to
scnocls, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
lra—1nceme 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change it and
I 3. nct think 1t 1s failr to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
reqardless of how much or how lattle they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate calls

The r.roposed change 15 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wirelass service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance cails. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize

wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
o3~k 2t gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size [its

1 " _haryc for wireless phones?
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Message sent to the following recipients:
Federal Communications Commission Chailr Powell
Federal Communications Commissioner Martin
Federal Conmuniceticons Commissioner Copps

Fedoral Comrunications Commissioner Abernathy

Tederal Cearunications Commissioner Adelsteln RECER%&)&!NSPECTED
Dorg © n-4F FCC Cfficial Comments
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[re2iplcont address was 1nserted here]

Dear [reciplent name was 1nserted here],

T Dockel Nos %6-45, 98-171, 920-571, 92-237, 9%-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
ST T1le No. L-00-72.

[ am oprosed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
trne FCC to carefully consider the 1mpact of these changes on consumers
b=fosre changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per mcnth
ragardless of haow much or how little we use cur phone 1s not fair. This
wLll greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
an.l:uy for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Twe "ISF was created Lo make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated Lo 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
loas-1nceme 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do net think 1t 1s fair to charge everybedy $1 dollar per menth
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
inverstate calls

Tne proposed —hange 18 especilally unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
Glstance catls. A contribution system 15 fair, equitable and
nondrscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wizw:less phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
nTome tax on cur annudal salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pd k of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

Al l" charge for wireless phenes? It 1s also not fair that funds like this
are set up and then the goverment "steals™ the money cut of these funds
and wastes rthe money 1in the general fund.

slncerely,

Tohr Burnoe
Manaer of RE Operat Lons




Message sent to the following recipients:
trderal Comrunications Commission Chair Powell
~=rval Commanicatrons Commissioner Martin
Feceral Commurications Commissioner Copps
Ve teral Communycg!l 1ons Commissione- Abernathy
tegeral Communications Commissioner Adelstean
Cou ket 96-4%5 FPCC Official Comments !
FCO Intormelion i
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eriplent address was 1nserted here]

Dear [rccipient name was 1nserted here],

CC Jocket Nes 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 88-170 and
M3l c1le WNo L-0C-72.

[ 4m oprosed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the FZC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers

O=! re hanging the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
rezardless ~»f how much or how lattle we use our phone 1s not fair. This
Wwli_ greably 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
apiiity for myself and others to afford Jandline and/or wireless service.

The USE was created to make pheone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
sonoals, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1nceme 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate cails.

The propesed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wlireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
di-tance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, eqguitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wieless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pa~k of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

12" rcharge for wireless phones?

Sincerely,




Mersyqe =c¢nl to the followilng recipients:
Fezeral Cemranications Commission Crhalr Powell
Fedrra)] Communizcal 1ons Commissioner Martin
Federal Communications Commissioner Copps
Federgl Comrunications Commissionar Abernathy
Federal Corrmunications Commissioner Adelsteln
Dovket #0-4% PCC Cfficial Comments

F2Z Inliorm=tion
Mensage text follows:
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Scpempoe> 30, 2003

[temip1ent address was 1nserted here]

Doar [reciplent name was 1nserted here],

o7 Yecket Nos 96-45, 98-171, S0-571, 92-237, 9¢-200, 85-1l1le, 98-170 and
NS F1l¢ No. L-nN0-72.

T um orrosed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FIC to varefully consider the 1mpact of these changes on consumers
pofare rhanging the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
will grecatly increase the cost of phone service and it could impact the

ao i1ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USE was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availliability of communication services to
s:zhools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1nccome 1ndividuals in the United States. New you want to change 1t and
I 4o not thank 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per meonth
rejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate calls.

'he proposed change 15 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wirelass service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
ncndiscraiminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wilreiess phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pacr of gum znd an automeobiie, so why should there be a "one size fits
1" charge for wireless phones?

Srncetrely,




Mo=sage sent to the [ollowing recipients:
Federal Communications Commissiorn Chailr Powell
Fodiral Commnunicatl rons Commissioner Martin
tederal Comrunications Commissioner Copps
Fedr»ral Comrunications Commissioner Abernathy

federal Communicat ions Commissioner Adelsteln o
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[reciplrent address was 1nserted here]

Desr jroo .prent name was inserted here],

T esket Nos 96-4%, 68-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NSL rile No L-00-72.

I am oppeosec to the proposed changes to the Universal 3ervice Fund. I urge
FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers

—
o
n

pefore changing the current system. Charging $1 or mere per month
regdrdless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wili greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
ability for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service,

Tnn USF was created to make phone service affordable 1in rural America and
was updated to increase the availability of communication services to

s nools, 1ilbraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
law-,nceme 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
1 do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per menth
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate calls.

Ihe proposed change 18 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. & contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wlrniess phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax c©n a
pa.k af gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "cne size fits

" Iharge tor wireless phones?

St
[ElS

S aeerely,

Jebble Reynolds




Me s sent to the following recipilents:
Feaeral Communications Commission Chair Powell
Federal Communications Commlissioner Martin
Federal Communications Commissioner Copps
foderal Comrunicat tons Commissioner Abernathy
D4 Ll toimmunacations Commissioner Adelstein H‘#fffﬁign
Dokl o ve=dt FOT Official Comments — .Wﬁ?kcx
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've 2rmient address was 1nserted hereg]

Dear [reciplent naeme was 1nserted here;,

CZ Jecket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 82-237, 99-200, 95-11ls6, 98-170 and
N30 Faile No L-00-72.

I am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tae FCC to caretully consider the impact of these changes on consumers

w2l sre _hanging the current system Charging $1 or more per menth
rejardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wol' greally increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
aoizry ror myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USE was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
wic updated to i1ncrease the availability of communication services to
scohbools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1nceme 1ndividuals an the United States HNow you want to change it and
I do not think 1t 15 fair to charge everybody $1 deollar per month
rejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
11terstate calls.

The proposea change is especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
w.rless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
ars:ance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalaize
wireiags phone customers Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
dritume L2k On our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pask of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

a.l" therge for wireless phones?

Srnirerely,
shornon
ISR/

o 173w s447




Messege sent to the fellowing recipients:

Feaeral Communications Commission Chair Powell

Feceral Tommunications Commlssioner Martin

fFrusrzl Comnunicat tons Commissiconer Copps

Feasral Communl.ations Commlssioner Abernathy

Feoeval Commznicat tons Commissioner Adelstein I

Dorket 96-4' FOC Official Comments e T £ﬂ{ta
L Tt avrmat Lon \RECENti’&‘NJP“)’
Mengage Text fcllows,
S “.|l-lrﬁ
Grogary AL Owens u ﬂj ! i
Toachaer/Consulant \
534 F. Will_arsburg St. OOM
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Got sbber 4, 2003

freiprent address was 1nserted here]

Uiar (reclplent neme was 1nserted hereid,

2 Dccket Nes 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, S2-237, 89-200, 85-11l6, 98-170 and

NS Fiie No. L-00-72.

I am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne ECC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
p=fore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
rzjardless of how much or how little we use our phone is not fair. This
wWwiil greatiy 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
anitlity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

1 am cpposea to the FCC propesal to charge 51 flat fee instead of charging
acrording to volume usage per customer. Here's why. ..

T grew up 1n Fairfax Virginia, moved to Kentucky where my family 1s from,
tnen became a teacher. I have been a teacher 1n two Kentucky schools
districts over the past 21 years. Recently, I have been teaching in
MoCreary County Kentucky for several years, which 1s 1n an extremely low
soclo-economic area. FEighty-eight percent (88%) of our total student
enrollment gualifies for for free/reduced schocel lunch pregrams. Our
szl district applies for USE discounts and 1s awarded discounts for
scsoral qualifying netword services, which do not have a direct impact on

=T adent achievemer T.

Flrst o1 oal_ 1t 1s apalling that McCeary County families pay land-line USE
shiarges considering Lhe family median income of $22,261 according to the
2000 0.8 Census Bureau. I am not i1n faveor of a $1 a month flat charge
unless the benefits would directly impact student achievement through the
us= of rechnology.

I heve a reeling the changes proposed are to allow other rich counties to
Jqualify for services that have not been able to meet the 85%-90%
free/reduced lunch status over the last 6 years. If this 1s the case, T am
sohemently opposed to charging $1 flat fee for USEF instead of charging

¢r r vy - e volume usage per cuslomer.




Her=> 1= vhe real issuc you should be concerned with. USE only allows for
1" =>ra. and external connections, and several other communication

s siTces That do not directly implact student access 1n schools. Many
Ere wlpe.s lack the training or interest to check email or utilize

terhnology during teacher meetings. The fact that many do not expect
tzchnclogy to bo wsed during instruction 1s ocutrageous. Sure, USE put
phones tn every classroom, now the teacher can talk fto friends and
re’ 3y 1ves during 1nstruction.  Sure, 1t helps us with network service
feos, but students are rarely allowed to use computers for instruction
be~inse thore are not sufficient computers avallable or computer labs sit
1412 with screen savers running, or the classroom computers are not turned
on iurina the day

T SF was eealed to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
w spoated o 1ncrease the avallabilitly of communication services to
=

Al

= ools, lipraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1nceme 1ndividuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
1 Jdo not thaink 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dellar per month
regardless of Fow much or how little they use their wireless phene for
nterstate calls.

Tne proposed change 15 especially unfair for low-veolume users that rely on
wWwirnless service ror safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
dirztance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
narndiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
~I-Tomers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket income tax on our
annial saiarzes uner do we have the same sales tax on a pack of gum and an
aztsmobi e, so why should there be a "one size fits all" charge for
Wlre_.ess phones?

1neerely,

[¥5]

Gregory A. Owens
Teacher/Consulant




Menosge sent te the followling reciplents.
Fcmrral Communications Commission Chalr Powell
bederal Communicat ions Commissioner Martin
Fedaral Communicalions Commissioner Copps
Fec:ral Communical rons Commissioner Abernathy
Fedaeral Communications Commissioner Adelsteln
Deoket 16-45 PCC Officrial Comments
p 2 Indotmat 1on -"’*x

_-—""'.’—"—‘ i
Me:sn.ige text follows: -*"”"ﬁdﬁ]&{NSPEGTED
on=2rt Sloveick I
31703 Sanford St ; oy G g 2003
Concord, CA 934520-13556
Sercemkber 2%, 2003 !

‘re aplent address was i1nserted here]

D2ar [rocciplenl name was i1nserted here],

Joccket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
r2le No L-00-72.
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1 am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
rthe FCC to carefully consider the 1mpact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much ¢or how little we use our phone 15 not fair. This
wlll greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abr by for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Tne USE was created tc make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
wars updated to 1ncrease the avallability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-i1ncome 1ndivaiduals in the United States.

I have seen how this 1s abused. An example 1s 1in Qakhurst, CA where the
lozal telephone company used the meoney to install advanced technologies
ana provide services that few subscribers used, and distant learning
facilities to schcols that rarely use them. They used the fund as a
soirce of 1ncome with NO accountability to the government agencies tasked
w-th doling out the funds. They used the funds to subsidize thezir
"unrequlated" wventures...

If they are representative of the use by rural telephone providers, a full
1mvestigation and audit 1s in order of ALL rural telephone companles and

=-rste providers to determine what REAL benefits are being achieved by The
Funz.

Now you want to change 1t and I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge
everybody 51 dollar per month regardless of how much or how little they
use tnelr wireless phone for i1nterstate calls.

Tre proposed changs 15 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless sarvice for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
licsvance calis. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and

I0Y J1sCcriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize

1
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e L0SS pRLTEe customers. Keep this lair. We don't have a blanket
I77TIE s O our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pracx of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

a Srharge for wireless phones?

S1n.erely,

Rohert ODlavick




